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REMARKS 

Claims 1-6, 8-15, 17-24 and 49 have been amended. Claims 1-24 and 49 are present in 
the application. In view of the foregoing amendments, and the remarks that follow, Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration. 

Claim Objections 

The Office Action objected to several dependent claims, indicating that the phrases "from 
the set" and "of the set" should each be replaced with "selected from the group consisting of. In 
other words, the Examiner indicted that the claims in question should use one specific form of 
Markush group language (MPEP §21 73.05(h)(1)) that happens to be preferred by the Examiner. 
But as a practical matter, various other forms of Markush group language have also been found 
to be entirely acceptable, some of which are identified in MPEP §21 73.05(h)(1). It is respectfully 
submitted that the language used to identify Markush groups in Applicants' originally-filed 
claims was clear and definite, and thus the changes proposed by the Examiner are believed to be 
unnecessary. Nevertheless, as a courtesy to the Examiner, and in an effort to advance 
examination, Applicants have amended Claims 2, 5-6, 8, 11-12, 15, 17, 20 and 24 so as to 
replace occurrences of "from the set" and "of the set" with the phrase "selected from the group 
consisting of". Applicants respectfully submit that these changes do not affect the intended 
scope of any of Claims 2, 5-6, 8, 1 1-12, 15, 17, 20 and 24. 

Independent Claim 1 

Independent Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C §102 as anticipated by newly-cited 
Harada U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0005583. This ground of rejection is 
respectfully traversed. Quoting relevant case law, the PTO explains in MPEP §2131 that, under 
35 U.S.C. §102: 
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"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth 
in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a 
single prior art reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of 
California, 814F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 
1987). . . . "The identical invention must be shown in as complete 
detail as is contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor 
Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 
The elements must be arranged as required by the claim .... In re 
Bond, 9 1 0 F.2d 831,15 USPQ2d 1 566 (Fed. Cir. 1 990). 

In other words, to anticipate a claim under §102, a reference (1) must disclose each and every 
element recited in the claim, and (2) must also disclose these elements arranged in the manner 
recited in the claim. Applicants' Claim 1 recites: 

A structure for corners of metallic features of 
semiconductor integrating circuits, comprising: 

corner angles of all corners of metallic features, imbedded 
in dielectric layers, which are greater than 90 degrees. 
(Emphasis added). 

The § 1 02 rejection of Claim 1 is based on the device shown in Figure 1 A of Harada. The 
Examiner asserts that this device includes a metallic feature 101 embedded in dielectric material 
and having an octagonal shape with corners greater than 90°. However, the device of Figure 1A 
also has another metallic feature 17 that is embedded in the dielectric material, with corners that 
are not greater than 90°. As evident from the claim limitations quoted above, Claim 1 requires 
that the corner angles of all comers of metallic features embedded in dielectric layers be greater 
than 90°. [kit this is not the case in the device that is shown in Figure 1 A of Harada, due for 
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example to the fact that the metallic feature 17 has corners that are not greater than 90°. Figure 
1 A of Harada thus does not disclose everything recited in Claim 1 , and therefore does not meet 
the legal requirements for anticipation, as summarized in MPEP §2131. Accordingly, Claim 1 is 
believed to be allowable over the indicated portion of Harada, and notice to that effect is 
respectfully requested. 

Independent Claim 7 

Independent Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as anticipated by Harada. 
This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed. As noted above, MPEP §2131 explains that, in 
order to anticipate a claim under § 1 02, a reference ( 1 ) must disclose each and every element 
recited in the claim, and (2) must also disclose these elements arranged in the manner recited in 
the claim. Applicants' Claim 7 recites: 

A structure for corners of metallic features of 
semiconductor integrating circuits, comprising: 

Comers of all metallic features, imbedded in dielectric 
layers, which are formed in n-fold clipped corner configurations, 
with n being greater than 0. (Emphasis added). 

The §1 02 rejection of Claim 7 is based on the device shown in Figure 1 A of Harada. The 
Examiner asserts that this device includes a metallic feature 101 embedded in dielectric material 
and having an n-fold clipped comer configuration, where n is greater than 0. However, the 
device of Figure 1 A also has another metallic feature 17 that is embedded in the dielectric 
material, with 90° corners that are not clipped. As evident from the claim limitations quoted 
above, Claim 7 requires that the comers of all metallic features embedded in dielectric layers be 
n-fold clipped corner configurations, where n is greater than 0. But this is not the case in the 
device that is shown in Figure 1 A of Harada, due for example to the fact that the metallic feature 
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1 7 has 90° corners that are not clipped. Figure 1 A of Harada thus does not disclose everything 
recited in Claim 7, and therefore does not meet the legal requirements for anticipation, as 
summarized in MPEP §2131. Accordingly, Claim 7 is believed to be allowable over the 
indicated portion of Harada, and notice to that effect is respectfully requested. 

Independent Claim 16 

Independent Claim 16 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as anticipated by Harada. 
This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed. As noted above, MPEP §2131 explains that, in 
order to anticipate a claim under §102, a reference (1) must disclose each and every element 
recited in the claim, and (2) must also disclose these elements arranged in the manner recited in 
the claim. Applicants' Claim 16 recites: 

A structure for metallic features of semiconductor 
integrating circuits, comprising: 

shapes of all metallic features imbedded in dielectric 
layers, that could be formed as squares, are instead configured as 
m-sided regular polygons, where m is greater than 4. 
(Emphasis added). 

The §102 rejection of Claim 16 is based on the device shown in Figure 1A of Harada. The 
Examiner asserts that this device includes an octagonal metallic feature 101 that is embedded in 
dielectric material and that is an m-sided regular polygon, where m is greater than 4. However, 
the device of f igure 1 A also has another metallic feature 17 that is embedded in the dielectric 
material, that happens to be rectangular but could be formed as a square, and that is not an re- 
sided regular polygon, where m is greater than 4. As evident from the claim limitations quoted 
above, Claim 16 requires the shapes of all metallic features that could be formed as squares to 
instead be formed as m-sided regular polygons, where m is greater than 4. But this is not the 
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case in the device that is shown in Figure 1 A of Harada, due for example to the fact that even 
though the metallic feature 17 could be configured as a square, it is not configured as an m-sided 
regular polygon, where m is greater than 4. Figure 1 A of Harada thus does not disclose 
everything recited in Claim 16, and therefore does not meet the legal requirements for 
anticipation, as summarized in MPEP §2131. Accordingly, Claim 16 is believed to be allowable 
over the indicated portion of Harada, and notice to that effect is respectfully requested. 

Dependent Claims 

Claims 2-6, Claims 8-15 and Claims 17-19 and 20-24 respectively depend from Claim 1, 
Claim 7, and Claim 16, and are also believed to be distinct from the art of record, for example for 
the same reasons discussed above with respect to Claims 1, 7 and 16, respectively. 

Conclusion 

Based on the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that all of the pending claims are fully 
allowable, and favorable reconsideration of this application is therefore respectfully requested. If 
the Examiner believes that examination of the present application may be advanced in any way 
by a telephone conference, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned attorney at 
972-739-8647. 
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Although Applicants believe that no fee is due in association with the filing of this 
Response, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fee required by this 
paper, or to credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account No. 08-1394 of Haynes and Boone LLP 



Date: December 28, 2009 

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 
Suite 700, IP Section 
2323 Victory Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75219 
Telephone: (972) 680-7550 
Facsimile: (214)200-0853 
File: 24061.371 



Enclosures: None 



R-242508.1 



Respectfully submitted,, / 





T. Murray Srpfth 
Registratigk No. 30,222 
(972) 739-8647 
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